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Abstract 
 
This thesis addresses a significant research gap in critical research on forced 
eviction. It attempts to shift focus from the experiences of the evicted, examined in 
previous studies, to the work of evictors and eviction enforcement. It asks how the 
‘tools, technologies, strategies, and tactics’ of forced eviction develop and are 
implemented in England and Wales. Using qualitative interviews centred around a 
case study of a city in the North of England to examine the ‘everyday’ form of 
evictions, this thesis looks at the work of a Rent Arrears Recovery Team on the 
‘Benford’ housing estate in the city, and the working lives of County Court Bailiffs at 
the local court as they work in the context of a national ‘housing crisis’. Interviews 
with third party organizations and a High Court Enforcement firm, video footage, and 
online accounts of large-scale evictions provided by a wide range of sources from 
social movements are used to explore the ‘exceptional’ forms of displacement that 
emerge on a national scale.   
This research shows that Eviction enforcement actors and specialists have to 
employ forms of coercion which exist on a continuum between the ‘emotional’ and 
the ‘physical’; these practices are underpinned by ‘intuitive’ tactics built through 
individual and personal histories and the historical context in which evictions take 
place. These strategies and tactics of eviction are shaped by the resistance of the 
evicted, and the development of the disciplinary institutions of eviction happens in 
response to this resistance, which sets the pace for the development of the capacity 
of the state and economy to displace. This points to a need for more work critiquing 
the disciplinary institutions of forced eviction, and the global economy of eviction 
enforcement.  
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 1 
Introduction 
 
The Significance of Eviction 
 
 
“I was sitting thus one day when suddenly in came our landlady… demanded 
the £5 we still owed her and, since this was not ready to hand, two bailiffs 
entered the house and placed under distraint what little I possessed—beds, 
linen, clothes, everything, even my poor infants cradle, and the best of the 
toys belonging to the girls, who burst into tears. They threatened to take 
everything away within 2 hours—leaving me lying on the bare boards with my 
shivering children …  
 The following day we had to leave the house, it was cold, wet and 
overcast, my husband went to look for lodgings, on his mentioning 4 children 
no one wanted to take us in. At last a friend came to our aid, we paid and I 
hurriedly sold all my beds so as to settle with the apothecaries, bakers, 
butchers, and milkman who, their fears aroused by the scandal of the bailiffs, 
had suddenly besieged me with their bills. The beds I had sold were brought 
out on to the pavement and loaded on to a barrow—and then what happens? 
It was long after sunset, English law prohibits this, the landlord bears down on 
us with constables in attendance, declares we might have included some of 
his stuff with our own, that we are doing a flit and going abroad. In less than 
five minutes a crowd of two or three hundred people stands gaping outside our 
door, all the riff-raff of Chelsea. In go the beds again; they cannot be handed 
over to the purchaser until tomorrow morning after sunrise; having thus been 
enabled, by the sale of everything we possessed, to pay every farthing, I 
removed with my little darlings into the two little rooms we now occupy in the 
German Hotel, 1 Leicester Street, Leicester Square, where we were given a 
humane reception in return for £5/10 a week” 
 
These are the words of Jenny Marx in a letter to Joseph Wedemeyer in May of 
1850 (1975, p.555). It was not the end of their troubles - Jenny and Karl would lose 
three of their children in the next few years to the common childhood illnesses of the 
day. The London of 1850 was a place of unsanitary conditions and vast exploitation. 
Its population (like England and Wales) had doubled in less than 50 years 
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(Gauldie,1974, p.82).  Infrastructure was crumbling: the previous year had seen a 
Cholera epidemic which claimed the lives of some 14,000 people; the following year 
Mayhew would publish his famous exploration of the ‘underclass’ in London Labour 
and the London Poor as three volumes. Yet, in the same year work on the Crystal 
Palace that hosted the Great Exhibition would begin, in order to bring the booty of the 
British Empire to the Palace for Londoners (and the world) to marvel at.  
A contemporary critical urban scholar, who found themselves temporarily 
transported to that afternoon in London, might have drawn upon any number of 
frameworks of analysis to explain the causes of conditions all around them. They 
might have talked about ‘spatial fixes’ to capital, and the ‘right to the city’, or struggles 
over ‘social reproduction’. Yet had they sought out Karl Marx, they would have been 
directed to the streets of Chelsea, to a rather wet and tired man banging on the doors 
of every landlord and friend he could. It is hard to not read this story into his writing in 
Capital, when he rails that:  
 
“The owner of land, of houses, the businessman, when expropriated by 
‘improvements’ such as railroads, the building of new streets, &c., not only 
receives full indemnity. He must, according to law, human and divine, be 
comforted for his enforced ‘abstinence’ over and above this by a thumping 
profit. The labourer, with his wife and child and chattels, is thrown out into the 
street, and — if he crowds in too large numbers towards quarters of the town 
where the vestries insist on decency, he is prosecuted in the name of 
sanitation!” (1976, p.814) 
 
We are now living in a moment where the trend of urban development, especially 
in the UK, mimics the kinds of inequality and inhospitality seen in London in Marx’s 
day. As I will show later, the 2008 financial crisis produced a response from capital 
that has centred on the creation of a vast and global market bubble in land. House 
prices, land values and property are one of the largest growth areas of many 
economies. The cycles of dispossession and displacement that have come with this 
development in the UK have been visible, and often overwhelming. From 2008-2016 
the British government’s quarterly Report on Mortgage and Landlord Repossessions 
has revealed a consistent growth each year in numbers of housing repossessions in 
England and Wales. Most social occasions for tenants (myself included) are 
punctuated by conversations about rent and gentrification, and the notion of a 
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‘Housing Crisis’ dominates headlines. It should come as no surprise that academic 
research has been keen to catch up. New ideas and readings of forced eviction are 
emerging; its constitutional place in economies of space and housing is being 
acknowledged.  
It is a failure, however, that critical urban and rural research has worked with a 
model of eviction that ignores enforcement. Eviction has become akin to what the 
sociology of science terms a ‘black box’ - an object whose inner workings appear too 
complex (or too troublesome) to understand, and only the inputs and outputs have 
come to matter (Latour 2000). A small consensus has even developed around the 
inputs: terms like “accumulation by dispossession” and “gentrification” define the 
locus of study. On the side of the outputs, the sociology of the dispossessed is in full 
swing; researchers are active in examining the cycles of social marginality, 
homelessness, displacement and precarity that typify the urban experience of the 
poor. Of course the metaphor of the black box takes us only so far, but it serves to 
make clear the central issue this thesis attempts to address: the internal life of 
eviction practices, and their complexity, has been taken for granted.  
 While there is undoubtedly an ethical imperative to centre the stories of the 
evicted, there is equally a central critical imperative to understand the work of the 
evictors. The absence of eviction practices from the critical gaze depoliticises parts of 
the eviction process: It implies that the power of the powerful is not at work in 
precisely the places where it is most active. 
We do not baulk from asking questions of other fields of disciplinary power: the 
police, the military, and the private security sector all have their sociologies, 
anthropologies, geographies and histories. Less so the enforcement, and 
practitioners of, forced eviction. Part of the problem is the lack of a comparative 
framework: not all states and societies have a specialised legal framework for 
eviction. Not all states share the same institutions, not all markets have the same 
actors. How are researchers, academics, journalists, or activists, to compare our 
notes? Of course this is a somewhat paltry obstacle compared to others: how are we 
to access these institutions? Can we even speak of a specialised skill set concerning 
eviction? Is it really worth the trouble to examine the contents of the black box after 
all? 
My first response is that there is no unique feature of eviction practices that 
places them utterly outside our grasp; if these other subjects are researchable, then 
of course, forced eviction practices should be too.  My second response is to return 
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to Marx’s story: that no one stands fully ‘apart’ from forced eviction. Forced eviction 
has been with us a long time. It has shaped and influenced the theoretical tools and 
the social critique of space. It has drawn rage and critique, and been the cause of 
despair, as well as substantial profit.  The ‘action’ of this thesis takes place on 
doorsteps, homeless shelters, in housing offices, law courts, and at one point halfway 
up a tree. But it also takes place in my bank account at the end of every month when 
I pay rent; eviction is a process that structures so much more than just the lives of 
evicted people. It gives legal agreements meaning, it polices the boundaries of 
acceptable behaviour, it changes the way we relate to the places we live and work. 
 
Investigating the Technologies of Eviction 
 
What I examine here are what I term the ‘Tools, technologies, tactics and 
strategies’ of eviction. This thesis aims to explain how these are used, developed, 
renewed, and to some extent how they change across time and scale. ‘Technology’ 
refers to what Foucault understands as the matrices of practical reason - the 
technologies of production, sign systems, power, and the self (1998, p.18). Tactics 
and Strategies refers to a distinction drawn by Clausewitz (1968, p.86) between the 
use of forces in combat and the theory of the use of combats collected together, but 
also draws on de Certeau’s division between the strategic spatial reading of a formal 
rationality, and the tactical nature of momentary action (1985, p.xix). I ask 4 
questions of these in relation to forced eviction: 
 
1. What are the Agencies responsible for conducting evictions? 
2. What are the tools, technologies, strategies and tactics involved in 
enforcing eviction? 
3. How are these tools, technologies, strategies and tactics developed and 
renewed?  
4. How do these tools, technologies, strategies and tactics change across 
time and scale? 
 
I aim to look at the institutional actors that mobilise these elements and prosecute 
forced eviction in England and Wales: I examine the role of strategies of 
management used by these actors and how they operate. My motivation to choose 
England and Wales as the framework to reflect the specific legalities of property and 
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enforcement in place, is in part because of my own context as a British citizen and an 
English renter. Northern Ireland and Scotland have their own laws and histories when 
it comes to eviction enforcement, and while they are linked in a number of ways to 
the situation in England and Wales, they are different enough to deserve their own 
unique focus. I refer to ‘English Law’ here as the hegemonic form of legality in place 
in eviction practice in these countries.  
This necessarily involves an investigation of the role and function of the two 
agencies with legal responsibility for enforcing eviction in English law: the County 
Court Bailiff and the High Court Enforcement Officer. Collectively these groups of 
individuals fall under the title of ‘bailiffs’. However they are each specific entities with 
different powers. To study the way these bailiffs act I aimed at conducting a 
comparative study of two different regions in the England (outlined in chapter 3).  
 It was not to prove so easy; interviewing anyone for their trade secrets is a tricky 
process. Interviewing a security-conscious workforce about unpopular and 
controversial practices was even more so. As a result I was forced to refocus my 
research into a case study in the North of England. 
The work presented here reflects this research strategy: it presents a case study 
of a single city at level of the county courts, then ‘zooms out’ to look at the 
development of the High Court Enforcement industry at a national level. Towards the 
end of the thesis the reader is pointed to a further leap of scale, as connections 
between domestic practices and the global economy in military urbanisation, 
commercial counterinsurgency practices, and spatial enforcement emerge. From this 
data I argue that eviction practices mobilise a ‘total’ technology of power through the 
utilisation of forms of affective power. This power depends on the development of 
intuitive tactics of the body, and spatial tactics of violence, in order to function. This 
power only emerges in response to forms of resistance. Building on a philosophy of 
power that centres the role of resistance as the active, productive element of power, I 
point to how institutions develop their strategies and tactics in response to resistance. 
The development of eviction enforcement is therefore rethought here as a history of 
eviction resistance.  
Rather than ‘close’ the study of eviction enforcement, it is my aim here to open it 
up; to bring to bear the critical toolbox which underpins much of the literature on 
forced eviction onto eviction enforcement itself. I want to highlight pathways, provide 
opportunities for critical response, and position this work within a wider body of social 
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movement thought and academic research on forced eviction. What I hope to do is 
provide some initial terms for an emergent area of study. 
 
Plan of The Present Work 
 
I have chosen in this thesis to create a divide between ‘everyday’ and 
‘exceptional’ evictions. In this I am echoing the work of Porteous and Smith (2001) 
who choose to divide between ‘everyday’ and ‘extreme’ forms of domicide. However, 
in my own work I wish to emphasise this is not a purely arbitrary line drawn for 
simplicities sake: it reflects the two-tiered structure of eviction enforcement in 
England and Wales between the County Court and High Court Enforcement Sectors. 
But it also reflects the way in which ‘exceptional’ evictions push at the boundaries of 
legality, and call into question the limits of the law. To some extent the difference 
between the two is a question of size and scale that is largely arbitrary; there is a 
spectrum, not a two-tier process, of size and scale when it comes to eviction. 
However there is also a practical, legal, and strategic division to be made when it 
comes to English eviction practices that is being used here to make a useful 
explanatory division between two tendencies: 
 
Everyday Eviction concerns the County Court system alone, and tends to function 
through a single house, property or contractual arrangement. The everyday level 
refers to a scale of single residential rental contracts, and a single landlord trying to 
enforce their agreement. The individual eviction makes no great waves in the press 
and media, and tends to be treated as part of the ‘normal function’ of the court and 
social welfare system in public discourse. Generally the eviction involves one or two 
bailiffs from the county court attending the property, and some supporting agencies. 
 
Exceptional Eviction, however, exceeds these thresholds to encompass a much 
wider set of agencies and concerns. Exceptional Evictions are handled at the High 
Court level and use High Court Enforcement Officers. They tend to invoke and 
challenge not just questions of individual contracts but often questions of local and 
sometimes national sovereignty, social, human, and environmental rights in public 
discourse. Exceptional Evictions may involve strategic manoeuvre, large-scale and 
targeted destruction of infrastructures and buildings, and form part of distinct and 
explicit governmental strategies and forms of statecraft, in some cases restructuring 
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whole neighbourhoods and communities. It is in this latter sense that the term 
‘Exceptional’ is used, drawing on Giorgio Agamben’s concept of the ‘State of 
Exception’ (1998; 2005), to reflect the way in which these kinds of evictions 
frequently constitute a suspension of normative law. Exceptional Evictions can tend 
to target groups and activities that threaten the integrity of the state in some way: 
racialised ‘others’ such as travellers, ‘illegalist’ or anarchic practices such as 
squatting and ‘commoning’, to forms of civil disobedience like free parties and direct 
action protests against developments or demolitions. Such evictions are also 
exceptional in the sense that they often end up establishing new norms and practices 
through which these groups are policed and managed in future; through this tension 
the exception becomes the norm. It is notable in the context of these evictions that 
the ‘exceptional’ moves us beyond legal definitions of eviction to a broader sense of 
eviction as a particular form of social conflict; eviction that is not just about a contract 
between two individuals but about disciplining a social body all at once. 
 
In the first chapter, I place this study in context in relation to both studies of forced 
eviction and the present situation in the United Kingdom. I argue that forced eviction, 
understood as a trajectory of displacement, has been addressed through three 
predominant lines of inquiry: the role of forced eviction in shaping capitalist 
accumulation and maintaining the commodity status of space, the way in which 
forced eviction constitutes the state and society, and the impact of forced eviction on 
social reproduction and the domestic. These perspectives point to the disciplinary 
nature of forced eviction, and therefore the need to ‘unmask’ the ‘tools technologies, 
strategies and tactics’ enforcing eviction. 
I then move to Part 2, in which I outline what I am presenting here and how I 
(tried) to study it. I turn to what I mean by ‘tools technologies, strategies and tactics’. I 
ground the role of coercion in relation to the constitution of the state, and, via an 
examination of debates around neoliberalism, point to the way in which coercive 
power is grounded at ‘street-level’ through policing and security work. I map the key 
epistemological and ontological claims of this thesis regarding the nature of ‘affective 
power’ and resistance. I argue that ‘affect’ should be understood as mobile relations 
of force which do not distinguish between the ‘emotional’, ‘psychological’, and 
‘physical’ but instead act as a continuum along which power is exercised. I describe 
the role of routine and rhythm in shaping intuitive judgements in enforcement work. 
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Finally I elaborate what I refer to when I talk of resistance as ‘prior’ to the formation of 
power. 
Having framed the research problematic and my ontological and epistemological 
frameworks for understanding the development of coercive institutions, I then 
proceed to the methodology I used to examine the tools, technologies, strategies and 
tactics of forced eviction. I defend my reasons for using a comparative case study 
methodology, and the obstacles encountered, especially issues around access, that 
limited this approach. I explore some of the ethical problems of studying forced 
eviction and issues around the impact of forced eviction on people who are evicted.  
The next 2 parts, comprising of four chapters, are arranged respectively 
according to the framework of ‘Everyday Evictions’ and ‘Extreme Evictions’.  
The first consists of a case study of a single city in the North of England called 
‘Abbeyburn’. Chapter 4 examines the practices of a Rent Arrears Recovery Team 
working for an ALMO based on the ‘Benford’ estate in this city. This chapter argues 
that the escalation process has three effects: It utilises forms of ‘affective captation’ 
which interweave face-to-face engagement with the tenant with automated credit 
control procedures initiated by software, establishes a body of evidence for the court, 
and grounds and justifies the eviction to the ALMO team.  
Chapter 5 turns its attention to the County Court Bailiffs active at the court in 
‘Abbeyburn’, and the tools, technologies, strategies and tactics they use during 
evictions. The chapter describes the working life of the County Court Bailiff, the 
routines and rhythms of their work, the means they use to anticipate forms of 
resistance and the agencies they collaborate with to effect eviction. It then looks at 
how bailiffs described their experiences of ‘talking to people’ on the doorstep, and the 
kinds of training and intuitive work they used to enact eviction. 
I conclude this part of the research by showing the relationship between the forms 
of affective power used through until the day of eviction and the kinds of resistance 
the eviction strategies and tactics used anticipate. 
 I then turn to how these strategies and tactics might change in terms of size and 
scale in the fourth part of the thesis, where the gaze moves away from a local 
context, and toward the development of a national industry. In the 6th chapter, I look at 
the historical development of the contemporary eviction specialist teams whose 
services are sold by HCEO firms. I track the development of these practices in 
response to the environmental and squatter movements that emerged in the early 
1990s, and follow how the strategies of ‘manufactured vulnerability’ used by activists 
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created a need for specialised forms of eviction work. I look at the creation of the 
National Eviction Team and how its development was influenced by its explicitly 
political focus.  
The kinds of spatial skills, technologies, strategies and tactics used in large scale 
evictions are then examined in Chapter 7, in which I point to practices of surveillance, 
rapid enclosure and encirclement, and infrastructural destruction. In the second half 
of this chapter I connect these practices to forms of action that work to affect morale, 
and have lasting emotional impacts on social groups. 
I conclude by outlining new terms revealed in this research that may be relevant 
for the future study of eviction enforcement methods.  The persistent refrain of 
resistance that shapes the development of the tools, technologies, strategies and 
tactics of eviction forms one key element of these terms, but I also argue that eviction 
produces a ‘culture of eviction’ that works through  affective associations and 
dispositions in the people who are evicted. I point to the implicit and explicit 
relationship between these two practices as the core of the production, 
dissemination, and development of eviction strategies and tactics, and call for a 
renewed commitment in academic research to the ‘unmasking’ of eviction 
enforcement through a global study of the linkages between eviction enforcement 
industries. 
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Chapter 1: Reviewing the Literature 
 
1.1 The Writing of Forced Eviction 
 
An important research gap has developed in literature on forced eviction around 
the agents and actors of eviction. Forced eviction has been an understudied subject 
until recently, and absent from many studies of topics that it would seemingly be 
essential to. A handful of publications and special issues of journals (particularly one 
from the Singapore Journal of Tropical Geography) was all there was to show in the 
early 21st century on the topic. In the last few years this has changed, and forced 
eviction has become an issue of a globally pressing nature. Estimates of the global 
numbers of internally displaced persons have reached an all time high of 59.5 Million, 
compared to 37.5 million a decade ago (United Nations High Commission on 
Refugees, 2015), and the concatenation of housing crises, the emergence of 
‘planetary’ rent gaps, and a domestic housing crisis in the UK that has seen evictions 
increase year on year, combined with large scale acts of displacement by cycles of 
‘urban regeneration’ have not so much put eviction back on the agenda as violently 
forced it into the priorities of researchers. When I began this study there were few 
major book length studies of forced eviction. The most notable - Porteous and 
Smith’s Domicide (2001) - focused exclusively on the home, and situated eviction in 
a literature on domestic destruction. Since then, there have been a flurry of 
publications, including critiques of this absence (Nowicki, 2014), ethnographic papers 
(Purser, 2014), and there are now several forthcoming edited collections and books 
from the global north and south. Of particular note, and appearing frustratingly late in 
the research process, are Matthew Desmond’s ethnographic study of eviction in 
Milwaukee (2016), and a PhD Thesis by Crawford (2015) on housing association 
practices in Scotland.  
Yet we have still worked so far with a model of forced eviction that is misses a 
pivotal element; the individuals and institutions tasked with enforcing forced eviction. 
In this chapter I will look at how this absence has developed in the growth of the 
literature through looking at the way academic research has attempted to answer 
problematics of eviction through existing frameworks of economy, coercion and state 
power, and the loss of the home. Part of the challenge is that the way these 
frameworks connect is not always clear, and many of them don’t explicitly situate 
forced eviction as the object of their study: The different ways eviction is defined in 
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each study presents its own potential hurdle, so this chapter begins with the problem 
of definition. 
 
1.1.1 What Is (Forced) Eviction? 
 
Moving to define eviction might seem like the kind of exercise typical of academic 
study- surely separating eviction from its common understandings is an abstraction of 
a lived material process? However, unpacking eviction conceptually helps to explode 
a number of received wisdoms which serve to reinforce a particular ideology of 
eviction. Many studies tend to centre an unstated definition of eviction around a 
particular or specific qualifying criteria. For largely practical reasons, eviction tends to 
be subsumed within a greater whole of a conceptual theme or process, such as 
dispossession and displacement’ (Blomley, 2004, p.109) or ‘domicide’ (Porteous and 
Smith, 2001) and ‘home unmaking’ (Nowicki, 2014; Baxter and Brickell, 2014). 
Alternatively, in many empirical studies, eviction gets narrowly defined according to 
legal means provided by the state, or the practical constraints of the object of study -
such as the kinds of space or agency being studied (Böheim and Taylor, 2000, p.287; 
Purser, 2014 p.5).  
Eviction tends to go undefined in much of the scholarly literature precisely 
because it is not easily separable from the larger context in which it occurs. The 
definition of eviction becomes part of the findings of any given review of scholarly 
literature or empirical engagement with the subject; eviction is situated as ‘circular’ 
(Purser, 2014) or self-reproducing (Desmond, 2016 Epilogue, Para. 12). Yet what ties 
two ‘evictions’  together across distance and time as the same recognisable action 
isn’t necessarily clear.  
For the UN-HABITAT programme, forced eviction is rather broadly the “the 
permanent or temporary removal against their will of individuals, families and/or 
communities from the homes and/or land which they occupy, without the provision of, 
and access to, appropriate forms of legal or other protection”, and is not always a 
physically forceful process (2014, pp.3-5). A ‘common sense’ understanding of 
eviction similar to this might then apply the term to acts as diverse as the removal of 
a group of political squatters from a department store in Vancouver, the displacement 
of a family from their home in Milwaukee, the removal of environmental protesters 
from a ‘Fracking’ site in Sussex, demolition crews dismantling shacks in Durban or 
Mumbai, students having to move out of Brooklyn due to a rent hike by their landlord, 
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sex workers being arrested in Soho, nomadic Roma people being removed from a 
campsite in the South of France, or militarised police units clearing a housing block in 
Rio.  When they are each seen in isolation from each other, the idea that all of these 
practices are ‘evictions’ seems largely sensible. Yet clearly these cannot be tied to 
any one definitive feature in relation to the kinds of spaces being contested; some 
might be considered ‘homes’ in the sense explored by Porteous and Smith and those 
interested in the exploration of ‘home unmaking’, but other kinds of space could be 
considered workplaces, political protests and obstructions or temporary sites of 
residence being used as a platform to claim rights more appropriate to a political 
reading of eviction. 
On the other hand if we situate these practices solely within a discourse of 
‘displacement’ there is little separating them conceptually from other phenomena, 
such as infrastructural neglect or exclusion, forms of policing, or public space 
enclosure: this leaves the term ‘eviction’ as a floating signifier detached from any 
meaningful processes other than the ones it is given in law - hence we are back to a 
functionalist account of eviction that relies on given state definitions.  
In this chapter, I want to emphasise that all eviction studies indicate, but overlook, 
an obvious point that is something of an academic cliche: that eviction is not a ‘thing’ 
but a process, or specifically a particular kind of trajectory of dispossession and 
displacement that centres around a spatial form of coercion. I take the term trajectory 
from Massey (2005, p.12) who (having adopted it from de Certeau) allies it to the 
term ’story’. Massey refuses de Certeau’s representational reading of the term (ibid. 
p.27), instead using it more simply to denote a concept of process and change.  
For my own purposes, I wish to separate ‘trajectory’ from ‘story’ in relation to 
eviction, because of a closed narrative implications of the latter term in the English 
language and Western culture. The ‘trajectory’ of eviction is not one from which 
people escape by avoiding its path, but something that provides disciplinary meaning 
to all spatial claims. This trajectory serves in the coercive creation of spatial claims 
across time, and the production of space itself. What connects evictions across 
different contexts are the processes and tactics used in the production of this 
trajectory. 
What this rather loose but more practical definition does is to dispense with some 
divisive effects in the narrative provided by studies of eviction. To avoid creating a 
special category of ‘people affected by eviction’ uniquely separate from others, it 
emphasises that eviction is a disciplinary process and social relation that people, to a 
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greater or lesser extent, resist or reproduce in different ways. People who lose their 
homes through eviction are not the only social group affected by eviction. Eviction 
reproduces divisions between social classes; it forms part of the social relations of 
class itself.  
This approach aims to resist the idea that eviction is an issue only for researchers 
of homelessness and housing, or specific ‘abject’ social groups. Processes of 
eviction reinforce and reciprocate other forms of displacement and dispossession, 
and ramify legal power relations. Trajectories, as Massey argues, are historical, so 
this concept emphasises the historical influence and power of eviction. Rather than 
seeing eviction as a current issue de jour that can be easily solved through 
administrative realignment of existing state and economic structures, I see it as a 
historical force constitutional to those structures.  
To place this in more explicit terms that deal with a more common academic 
sleight of hand, evictions are not a unique feature of  ‘neoliberalism’ (which might 
serve as a cautious placeholder for a more explicit naming), but constitutive of 
capitalist economies themselves. But this is to get ahead of arguments I will make 
later in this chapter. This temporal and historical emphasis of the definition demands 
that we attend to the individual and social histories of a given eviction process, the 
personal histories of institutions, and that we resist a perspective that seeks to 
relegate eviction to a negative ‘outcome’.  The elision of history and temporality from 
eviction processes is something that has to be constantly worked against when 
conducting research which tends to isolate out spaces and groups for study. Indeed it 
is part of the aim of this thesis to connect together multiple unconnected cases 
through the study of the institutions conducting them. 
 
1.1.2 The Functions of Eviction 
 
In this chapter I want to show how this trajectory is understood as functioning, and 
how different studies of eviction have tried to either explain or overlook eviction 
enforcement. Specifically, I want to explore key functions and purposes eviction is 
understood as serving. I will outline how evictions work to enact these purposes, and 
turn to how they work in the context of the contemporary UK and its ongoing ‘housing 
crisis’.  
Firstly, eviction works to produce and maintain the economy of space and land. In 
this sense I will explore the work of the Marxist and economic thinkers who 
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emphasise the role of eviction in processes of dispossession and displacement. This 
section centres the ‘economic question’ in forced eviction research to look at how it 
interacts with political economy.  
Building on this, in the second part I will examine the ‘political question’ of 
eviction; how eviction works to police social groups that are understood as a threat to 
capital and the state, and to monitor social behaviour. I will argue that eviction works 
to reinforce the status of ‘abject subjects’ such as travellers or squatters, and limits 
forms of political resistance from groups like environmental activists.  
Finally, in drawing these two strands together I will then turn to the relationship of 
eviction to social reproduction and the home. I will look at how the home as a 
‘porous’ space is controlled and ‘unmade’ by forced eviction practices. 
I want to argue that all of these functions that have been emphasised in the 
scholarly literature point to the fundamentally disciplinary role evictions play; however 
they have failed to properly examine and critique the disciplinary institutions 
responsible for enacting this form of power. The majority of studies have ‘naturalised’ 
eviction enforcement as a technical process that has been rendered opaque. I 
conclude by following Foucault’s call to ‘unmask’ the workings of institutions (2006, 
p.41), outlining the purpose of the present study - the examination of the enforcement 
of eviction. 
 
1.2 Eviction and Capitalism 
 
1.2.1 Primitive Accumulation and Accumulation by Dispossession 
 
Much of the contemporary research into housing studies explains processes of 
eviction as part of wider cycles of accumulation by dispossession.  In conditions of 
large scale displacement, the study of forms of accumulation has the potential to be a 
significant explanatory tool to understand the origins of forms of conflict and urban 
destruction. Eviction features as a symptom of forms of accumulation in a number of 
Marxist studies (such as those of Smith (1996) and Slater (2006)). It’s easy to see 
the appeal of these concepts to the study of eviction when they are unpacked. 
In his work on contemporary imperialism, David Harvey has summarised the 
process of primitive accumulation in relation to land thusly: “In the case of primitive 
accumulation as Marx described it, this entailed taking land, say, enclosing it, and 
expelling a resident population to create a landless proletariat, and then releasing the 
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land into the privatized mainstream of capital accumulation.” (2004 p.149). For Marx, 
primitive accumulation essentially kick-starts the capitalist economy; it is the basis, 
not the result of the capitalist system and the alienation of the worker from their 
labour ([1867] 1976, p.775), and processes of eviction form part of that dynamic. For 
Marxist scholars, the issue of primitive accumulation stretches well beyond land, and 
is enacted through a global range of mechanisms: feminist economists like Mies 
(1986, p.145) and Federici (2004 p.14-15) argue that it concerns gendered forms of 
violence, as women are denied the status of ‘free labourers’ accorded to their male 
counterparts, and are subordinated through violence. The role of primitive 
accumulation in racial oppression through imperial and postcolonial economics, too, 
is emphasised - especially an economy of extraction of wealth from the (post)imperial 
periphery to its core (Amin, 1974 p.3), through cycles of violent destruction; the 
accumulation of capital is also the accumulation of “these heads of men, these 
collections of ears, these burned houses, these Gothic invasions, this steaming 
blood, these cities that evaporate at the edge of the sword”, in the words of the poet 
Aimé Césaire (2000, p.41). 
Primitive accumulation has been used to explain cases of eviction where land and 
space previously considered to be held in common, or used for traditional methods of 
production, is brought into capitalist circulation via acts of forcible displacement. Land 
grabs and displacement of peasant populations fit a classical model of primitive 
accumulation (Adnan, 2013; Hall 2013), but the destruction of squatter settlements 
and housing could also be considered part of the same process, as land used in 
unregulated practices is brought into formal circulation as a commodity for 
redevelopment. Zhang (2015) argues that squatter practices in Shanghai challenge 
forms of capitalist accumulation through direct attempts to alleviate suffering in 
response to displacement. “Displacement and resettlement” Zhang writes, “must be 
seen as crucially important components in constructing and promoting private home 
ownership and private property rights. Displacement reassembles and privatises the 
land and housing, which are frequently under competitive claims of ownership.” (ibid. 
p.148). It could be argued that primitive accumulation, in its pure sense articulated by 
Marx, largely occurs only in a limited sense in the declining imperial core (countries 
such as the UK or America) against small pockets, as opposed to contexts where it 
still recurs as forms of expanding capitalist urbanisation enclose previously 
uncontested areas of land and housing held largely in informal economies or 
common ownership.   
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But for Harvey (2004), primitive accumulation is reiterated through the practice 
‘accumulation by dispossession’. Accumulation by dispossession occurs as a ‘spatio-
temporal fix’: 
 
 “The summary statement of [the spatio-temporal fix] I usually offer is this: 
capital necessarily creates a physical landscape in its own image at one point 
in time only to have to destroy it at some later point in time as it pursues 
geographical expansions and temporal displacements as solutions to the 
crises of over-accumulation to which it is regularly prone. Thus is the history of 
creative destruction (with all manner of deleterious social and environmental 
consequences) written into the evolution of the physical and social landscape 
of capitalism.” (p.66) 
 
In the Marxist analysis the solution from capitalists as a class to declining profits 
from investment caused by this accumulation is through forms of expanding 
geographically through various practices such as colonial warfare and conquest or 
the enclosure of space; in particular land or housing. Harvey’s analysis in particular 
points to the ongoing dismantling of the social-democratic welfare system in many 
countries as a form of accumulation by dispossession: “The reversion to the private 
domain of common property rights won through past class struggles (the right to a 
state pension, to welfare, or to national health care)” he writes “has been one of the 
most egregious of all policies of dispossession pursued in the name of neoliberal 
orthodoxy” (ibid. p.75). Alternatively capitalists respond by pushing forward problems 
in time; for instance through issuing cheap credit such as mortgages in order to delay 
the crisis. Importantly, in this argument, forms of dispossession and displacement 
that might be once considered historically relegated in the ‘primitive’ phase of 
capitalist accumulation persist. This has been explored across a vast range of social 
science literature, but importantly serves as an explanation for both why evictions 
happen but also geographically specific phases of urban redevelopment.  
 
1.2.2 Accumulation by Dispossession and the Makings of the  
‘Great Housing Crisis’ 
 
It is possible to identify these ‘reversions’ in the UK across the public provision of 
goods and services. In housing, there are a number of mutations social housing 
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provision has been subjected to since the 1970s which bear out Harvey’s analysis 
and which are important to the context of the present study. Until 1939 the majority of 
housing lay in the private rented sector, with the remaining minority in private 
ownership. At the end of the Second World War, from 1953 onwards there was a 
substantial growth in both the social housing sector and home ownership driven by 
the social-democratic welfare state. A number of legal protections were introduced in 
the wake of scandals in the private rented sector, including public revelation and 
outcry over the practices of the Notting Hill landlord, Peter Rachman. The most 
notable of these legal protections for our purposes is the 1977 Protection From 
Eviction Act, which means any attempt to repossess a home from a recognised 
residential occupier has to be authorised by a judge. The growth of the social 
housing sector and protections in the private sector gave renting tenants the most 
security they have ever had in British history.  
Private renting continued to decline until 1981, but since that time the trends have 
reversed - or more correctly, governments and policy makers have reversed them 
under pressure from landlords, housing investors and construction firms. Changes in 
policy transferring social housing to the private sector have seen home ownership 
taking up the majority of housing (around 60%) and private renting seeing a 
resurgence (around 30%), with social housing in a minority once again (Walker and 
Jeraj, 2016 p.10). While the Heath government was the first to push for the sale of 
local council housing in 1970, it was the Thatcher government’s 1980 policy of giving 
tenants the ‘Right to Buy’ their council homes that drove this growth in private renting 
and home ownership; a previously public asset was transferred into the private 
sector. This policy represented a new development of a much longer-standing 
emphasis in Conservative politics on ‘Property-Owning Democracy’ (Francis, 2012). 
The Conservatives later introduced the Housing Act of 1988 which significantly 
reduced tenants’ rights, making one-year and six month tenancy agreements 
standard in England and Wales, allowing landlords to increase rents every year, and 
introducing Section 21, a clause which allows private landlords to evict tenants in an 
‘accelerated eviction’ process with 2 months notice once a tenancy has expired.  The 
Labour government of 1997 onwards pursued a ‘soft’ version of the same practices, 
passing legislation that forced councils to transfer their housing into the hands of 
Arms Length Management Organizations (ALMOs) or Housing Associations (HAs) 
(Hodkinson and Robbins, 2013).  
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 At the same time, from 1981 to 2012, land values increased by ten times what 
they had been in the 1980s (Dorling, 2014, p.94). Since the 1980s, the British 
housing market has effectively become another financial market into which both 
national and global investment enters in areas of increasing wealth and inequality. 
Mortgage debt became a major field of financial investment, and remains so, for 
instance, the value of outstanding British mortgage debt being traded is currently 
estimated at £1 trillion (ibid. p.180). This pattern of behaviour has been passed on to 
many British citizens who would not otherwise ‘play the markets’. As of 2013, 2 
million pensioners in the UK planned to rely on the sale of their home to finance their 
retirement (ibid. p.58). The processes of accumulation by dispossession in the UK 
housing market have a ‘deep history’ stretching back to a post-war social compact, 
and fitting into a wider history of neo-liberalization that plays out globally. 
 The global consequences of accumulation by dispossession as a ‘fix’ came 
home in the collapse of financial markets in 2008. The crisis, itself triggered by the 
collapse in value of American mortgage-backed securities, led to an acceleration, 
rather than a cutting back, of accumulation by dispossession. The UK government 
bailout of the private banking sector produced a budget deficit that was then 
‘attacked’ through a stripping back of social welfare. In housing, while the initial 
response to the crisis came from the financial sector in the form of a massive spike in 
repossessions for mortgage defaults, the Labour government implemented pre-action 
protocols which limited repossession levels. The Conservative-Liberal Democrat 
coalition government that came into power in 2010 focused its attention on two 
processes in relation to housing; firstly facilitating homeownership and homebuilding 
through financial mechanisms and ‘help to buy’ schemes, and secondly a policy of 
cutting social welfare and housing benefits (and the Conservative majority from 2015-
2016 largely reaffirmed this). The introduction of a benefit cap in the Welfare Reform 
Act of 2012 limited the receipt of a number of key welfare support payments.  The 
limit was set £500 a week for couples or single parents with live in children, and £350 
for single adults who live alone (UK Government 03/04/2016). The ‘Under-
Occupancy Charge’ extended to the social sector, and quickly rechristened the 
‘Bedroom Tax’ by the British media, limits the amount of housing benefit a tenant can 
receive depending on the number of rooms in a property at 14% of total rent for one 
extra bedroom and 25% for two spare bedrooms, leaving HA tenants, on average, 
losing £16 a week. The move affected an estimated 660,000 working age social 
tenants when it was introduced (Dorling, 2014 pp.150-151). The introduction of 
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‘Universal Credit’: paying benefits directly into the bank accounts of recipients, rather 
than to social housing and other service providers, will have further potential impacts 
that are still coming to light. Hodkinson and Robbins (2013) have argued that such 
policies indicate the ‘return of class war conservatism’ as government passes on the 
costs of the crisis to working-class tenants. With this historical analysis in mind, the 
outcome in terms of evictions can be seen across the historical statistics for 
repossessions from 2004-15 in a graph produced by the Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation (2015) based on Ministry of Justice statistics: 
 
 
 
1.Types of eviction based on quarterly statistics 2004/05-2014/15  
(Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2015) 
   
 In this context while mortgage borrowers were subject to the immediate impact 
of financial crisis, the long term costs to government of the financial crisis have been 
passed on to social tenants and private renters, with the majority of evictions 
remaining in the social tenancy sector, but a clear increase in the eviction of private 
renters and the use of Section 21 for accelerated eviction.  
1.2.3 Rent and Gentrification 
 
To fully explain this significant growth in Section 21 evictions, we need to 
acknowledge the geographically uneven costs of housing and rent in the UK. While 
housing costs and rent costs have grown, they have not done so evenly.  London 
vastly dominates the housing market in the UK, with an estimated value of more than 
£1,368 billion in 2012, greater than the value of all major UK cities combined 
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(Dorling, 2014 p.181). Rent values can increase rapidly in one area while remaining 
stagnant in others. This leads to cycles of both decline and disrepair and of 
gentrification, often following on from one another.  
Gentrification is particularly significant here. Gentrification is often understood in 
terms of “the two essential elements of displacement of an existing lower income 
population and their replacement with more affluent households” (Cameron, 2003). In 
Marxist analysis, Neil Smith’s study of ‘rent gaps’ (1995, p.63) has proved influential 
in understanding the process: As the potential ground rent of an area increases and 
eventually overtakes the actual value being extracted from an area of residential and 
commercial service usages. In the case of residential properties, the landowner is 
incentivised to disinvest from the existing tenancies, and revalorize their land at a 
higher rate. This process only occurs, argues Smith, when the costs of redeveloping 
the land is lower than the potential profit from its resale or renting at a higher rate 
(ibid p.68). This provides the impetus for discourses and practices that seek to 
reclaim the city from the urban poor, a practice Smith terms ‘revanchism’. 
 The effects and causes of gentrification and revanchist urbanism in the UK 
have been explored in a number of studies (Macleod, 2002; Slater, 2006). A 
particularly heated debate has emerged around whether gentrification necessarily 
entails the “exclusionary displacement” of one social group by another, a theory 
supported by Tom Slater (2010), or a more ‘organic’ process occurs as working class 
residents pursue relevant employment and work elsewhere, a view advocated by 
Chris Hamnett (2010). Rather than ‘resolve’ this debate here, it should merely be 
recognised that cases of gentrification in which ‘exclusionary displacement’ occurs 
can and do happen, and we can use gentrification to illustrate the role of eviction in 
two specific aspects.  
 Firstly, the function of eviction in governing private rental markets, and in the 
UK context the role of Section 21 in facilitating both neglect and disinvestment from 
housing. Landlords can use eviction as a threat when repairs are demanded (so-
called ‘revenge evictions’), and for rapid turnover of tenancies where rents can be 
renegotiated and increased on an annual basis.  
 Secondly, in the social housing sector, the role of eviction in facilitating the 
large-scale reorganisation and displacement of tenants, noticeable in the demolition 
of large estates, as covered in the third chapter of this thesis. Lees (2014) has 
pointed to the eviction of large units of housing, such as the Aylesbury Estate as a 
continuation of New Labour ‘regeneration schemes’ as symptomatic of gentrification 
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by local government. Councils have used Compulsory Purchase Orders, which allow 
them to purchase and repossess properties without the owners consent, to remove 
residents from a number of large estates or high rise buildings around the capital to 
redevelop the land and attract a wealthier tax base. 
 
1.2.4 Eviction Economics  
 
The critique of capitalist accumulation provides a useful rejoinder to much of the 
social science literature focused on evictions and homelessness which  tends to 
focus on the role of ‘risk factors’ or treat eviction as an unfortunate externality of 
capitalism (e.g. Böheim and Taylor, 2000; Crane and Warnes 2000). The statistical 
analysis of Evictions in Britain provided by Böheim and Taylor, while not denying the 
role of structural factors, comes to the conclusion in their interpretation of their that 
“the personal characteristics of the head of household, the structure of the 
household, financial circumstances, tenure status, and the general economic climate 
are all correlated with the probability of reporting housing finance problems and being 
evicted.” (2000, p.312).  
 A similar line of reasoning persists beyond quantitative study. In a ‘deep 
ethnography’ of eviction practices in the US, Matthew Desmond  argues that 
“instability is not inherent to poverty, poor families move so much because they have 
to”, situating eviction as an exacerbating factor in conditions of impoverishment  
(2016, Epilogue, para. 13). Desmond ends up considering eviction in its role as an 
epiphenomenon of capitalism, rather than a constituent force. While this highlights 
the important role the removal of tenants rights in the US has had to play in creating 
housing precarity, it bypasses the fact that evictions must remain a legal and 
enforceable possibility if a capitalist economy of space is to persist. In a similar study 
of day workers helping eviction removals, Purser counteracts this narrative by 
observing that “evictions thus entail what I conceptualize as a circle of dispossession, 
reproduced both materially and ideologically” (2014, p3). A softer variant of this 
epiphenomenal analysis can be found in studies which explicitly use accumulation by 
dispossession to explain rates of eviction, without delving too much into the role of 
eviction in sustaining property relations (e.g. Vives-Miró et. al. 2015).   
 This points to the need to retain the idea of primitive accumulation alongside 
accumulation by dispossession, as Werner Bonefeld argues (2011, p.396):  “The rule 
of the law of value presupposes the force of the law of private property that primitive 
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accumulation established in “antithesis to social, collective property” [Marx]”. Simon 
Springer (2013a), pursuing a ‘post-anarchist’ reading of primitive accumulation in 
Cambodia influenced by the works of Proudhon and Kropotkin, emphasises the role 
of dispossession in securing and legitimating legalities of property and sovereign 
power that serve to obscure their origins in force (a point I shall return to below).  It 
should be noted that this is not a particularly contentious point reserved for the anti-
capitalist left, but is constitutional to theories of property and social contracts in early 
modern Europe: “Covenants, without the sword” wrote Hobbes, that most famous of 
social contract thinkers, “are but words, and of no strength to secure a man at all” 
(1991, p.117). For the purposes of the present study, primitive accumulation and 
accumulation by dispossession serve as a primary explanatory tool to understand 
eviction in its “constituent” role in the economics of space, rather than as purely a 
product of the prevailing economic conditions which provide the context for the study.  
We therefore need to think not only about the way evictions create a market, but 
the manner in which they maintain a market. The analysis of accumulation by 
dispossession draws our attention to the structural causes of eviction, but in doing so 
directs attention away from the actual process of eviction enforcement, in favour of 
subsuming eviction into a wider process of accumulation. We have a fine analysis of 
the function of eviction in creating and maintaining markets, but almost no 
explanation of how evictions are made possible. This points to a need for a critique of 
property as a significant element of an understanding of forced eviction. In particular 
we need to look at how eviction has been understood and used to reproduce forms of 
social marginality and abjection and how eviction is used to enforce the state. 
 
1.3 Eviction and the Power of The State 
 
The constitutional role eviction plays in markets cannot be understood without an 
understanding of eviction at work in forms of disciplinary, juridical, and sovereign 
power. The relationship of capital to the state is played out through eviction and its 
territorial and geographical claims. The role eviction plays in imposing a normative 
property regime and acknowledging citizenship has been understood through its 
relation to the creation and policing of what Tyler (2010) terms ‘abject’ subjects and 
controlling the movement of those ‘cast out’ from the sovereign state. Purser has 
noted that, in the US, eviction is “entirely absent from a widely discussed debate 
concerning poverty and urban ethnography” (2014, p3). While too sweeping a claim 
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to endorse fully, crucial works on urban policy and policing in the global north, such 
as Don Mitchell (1998) and Beckett and Herbert on homelessness (2009), Wacquant 
on marginality (2008), Mitchell again on public space (2003), and Mustafa Dikeç on 
urban policy (2011) are all clear cases where eviction is largely ignored or 
subordinated to wider concerns. By contrast scholarship from (post)-colonial 
contexts, or work focused on the specific experiences of subaltern cultural 
articulations of property rights, tends to emphasise the fundamental role of property 
rights in citizenship claims and struggles for racial justice (Roy, 2003; Blomley, 2004; 
Holston, 2008; Makhulu, 2015).  In these studies, eviction plays a much more 
significant role as the arbiter of access to political recognition and the ‘right to the 
city’.  
Starting with the role of eviction in creating property itself, we can chart the way 
the market and the state interact through the mechanisms of eviction to produce 
forms of sovereign power. I will then proceed to contextualise these functions through 
the literature on British urban policy. Against the writers who have thus far ignored 
eviction, I argue that eviction is a crucial element of the structure of urban policy and 
police power. 
 
1.3.1 Property Claims and the State 
 
In order to understand the function of eviction we need to explore further the 
claims regarding property with which I concluded the previous section. For writers 
like Harvey, property largely begins and ends in its original function as a precondition 
to capitalist social relations existing in fundamental antagonism with rights. “We live, 
after all” writes Harvey (2008) “in a world in which the rights of private property and 
the profit rate trump all other notions of rights.” (para. 1). In his work on resistance to 
evictions and displacement in Vancouver, Blomley (2004) provides a more nuanced 
account:  
 
“To invoke property is to summon up both formally prescribed rights as well as 
nonjusticiable, yet still powerful, understandings of ownership and entitlement. 
It is to recognize that property is deeply social and political, structuring 
immediate relations between people as well as larger liberal architectures, 
such as the division between public and private spheres. Property, moreover, 
implies diverse and often contradictory social beliefs and representations 
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(relating to masculine citizenship, race, visions of the economy, claims to 
community, and so on). Property is also predicated on physical, material 
practices; notably the state enforced right to expel” (p.xvii) 
 
 Blomley, along with other scholars like Roy (2003), shares a view that dominant 
paradigms of propertied citizenship are grounded in forms of violent legal enactment 
of expulsion and incarceration. But these paradigms are understood as but one kind 
of property claim grounded in western individualism. Liberal, Lockean, discourse 
“assumes of a view of rights, such as those relating to property, as belonging to 
atomised individuals located in a realm of private liberty confronting a threatening 
collective (either the state or other institutions)” (Blomley 2004, p.5).  
Assuming this western model of property elides other forms of property claims, 
such as those made by First Nations groups (op cit. p154). This position produces a 
sympathetic challenge to some of the presumptions of Marxism regarding property, 
but also articulates a critique of neoconservative assumptions of property such as 
that provided by Richard Pipes, who advocates for property as a historical universal 
grounded in individual ownership (2007, pp.2-3), and reads on to indigenous and pre-
capitalist social relations the seeds of forthcoming capitalist property rights (p.94), 
and grounds them in an essential biological explanation (pp.71-72).   
Yet normative models of property ownership are constantly challenged and 
contested by those excluded from them: In a study of Brazilian property rights, James 
Holston (2008 p.18) argues that movements by landless persons and squatters to 
formalise and render legal the illegal both nourish and disrupt hegemonic concepts of 
citizenship. Elswhere, Holston (2009) explicitly cites eviction resistance as a means 
by which social movements attempt to articulate citizen rights. Holston’s argument 
finds resonance in the work of Makhulu (2015 p.161), who argues that the struggles 
of squatters in Cape Town to protect their homes constitute a ‘politics of presence’ 
that operate through the ‘encroachment of the everyday’. In an extensive review of 
the literature on squatting, Vasudevan (2014) points to the recurrent role of 
informality, makeshift urban design and creation and precarious forms of living as site 
of emergent possibilities for spatial justice. The struggle for space and the ’right to 
the city’ and in particular, the destruction of the home and the eviction of the 
residents, is a point of conflict in a dynamic of exclusion and inclusion in the body 
politic.  
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These studies also point to the fundamental linkages between eviction, 
citizenship, and sovereign state power. Sovereignty is most commonly conceived of 
at the level of the nation-state, through the Weberian discourse of monopoly over the 
legitimate use of physical force within a given area (Weber, 2009, p.78). In the next 
chapter what is meant by ‘force’ in eviction will be expanded on in more detail, but 
here it enough to emphasise that it is this control over force that facilitates a 
sovereign body in its ability to include or exclude subjects. For Carl Schmitt (1985), 
the Sovereign is “he who decides on the exception” (p.1); the exception being the 
ability to suspend the rule of law, thereby confirming the force which grounds law 
while also negating it (p.13).This is a process embodied in every legal decision, 
which “emanates from nothing” and is grounded in force alone (p.32). Schmitt’s 
conservative theology of law finds its response in Walter Benjamin’s (2007a) writings 
on violence and history. Benjamin argues that violence is law-making or law 
preserving (ibid. p.287), and the suspension of the law created in the state of 
emergency “is not the exception, but the rule” of history (2007b, p.257). Agamben 
(1998) draws on this thesis to postulate that Sovereignty constitutes itself through a 
logic of exclusion and inclusion; “what cannot be included in any way is included in 
the form of the exception” (p.21), those included through this inclusive form exclusion 
are exposed to pure violence (p.64). Influenced by Schmitt, Stuart Elden (2009 p.xxx) 
argues that the control of territory is central to the legitimacy of such legal claims and 
processes of exclusion. Sovereignty is therefore enacted spatially through forms of 
exclusion and produces space. 
Property can be read as a fundamental method of sovereign exclusion through 
legality: Responding to Elden and others involved in the debates around territory 
Blomley reasserts the centrality of property; “Property produces territory, polices its 
borders, frames its identities, and organizes its habits. Such territorializations, in turn, 
serve to materialize property in the socio-spatial world, while also obscuring many of 
its powerful relational effects.” (2015, p.4). This also echoes earlier work by James C. 
Scott (1998), who points to the fundamental role of regulation, property, and 
‘sedentarization’ in the attempts by states “to make a society legible” in order to 
govern (p.2).  
  Disputes over property and land play a key role in constituting the state along 
racial lines; we might look for clear examples to the role of indigenous land claims in 
Canada (Miller, 1991; Blomley 2004, p.107) and the destruction of Palestinian homes 
in the West Bank and Gaza by both the British forces and subsequently the IDF 
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(Hanafi, 2009; Khalili, 2010). In a study of the destruction and eviction of a village in 
Cambodia, Springer (2013b) has argued that practices of the everyday, informal 
usage are overridden by the written law enacted through violent force. This is a 
process that carries with it a border politics, demonstrated clearly in the targeting of 
Bangladeshi immigrants in slum-clearance schemes in Delhi (Ramachandra, 2002). 
Eviction is a trajectory through which the dialectics of the inside and outside are 
deployed by the state. Doshi (2013) connects these debates back to the problematic 
of accumulation by dispossession by observing how of eviction  facilitates 
“accumulation by differentiated displacement” through the practice of what Aiwha 
Ong (2006) terms the ‘graduated citizenship’ of neoliberal politics.  
This graduated politics through differentiating citizenship spatially is reflected in 
the growth of ‘territorial stigmatisation’: “in every country, a small set of urban 
boroughs have come to be universally renowned and reviled across class and space 
as redoubts of self-inflicted and self-perpetuating destitution and depravity” argue 
Wacquant, Slater and Pereira (2014, p.1274). These spaces (such as the Parisian 
banlieue, the American ghetto, or the British council estate) are racialized through 
accentuated discourses that depict them as dangerous, feral zones whose criminality 
is intrinsic to the nature of the residents (op. cit). Smith describes such a process as 
a ‘revanchist urbanism’ that underpin forms of strongly coercive ‘zero tolerance’ law-
and-order policing (2002). In a study of the banlieue, Mustafa Dikeç (2011, p.10) 
argues revanchism is connected to a form of national identity through republican 
identity, which is reinforced through a ‘policing of the distribution of sensible’ which 
does not only concern itself with ‘The Police’ as an institution and ‘crime’ as a 
problem but extends to encompass a logic of partition and social order (ibid. p.20). 
Even within a given polity such as a nation-state, citizenship is connected not only to 
access to property but to kinds of property and space understood by the discourse of 
the state.  
Property claims are therefore connected to what Brickell (2010) calls a 
“geopolitics of the home”  that will be explored in the next section; the integrity of 
property and domesticity, and the integrity of the state are deeply linked, and 
reciprocate one another through both determining what constitutes ‘proper’ property, 
and who has access to property. I therefore follow Mark Neocleous’ (2000) claim that 
the enforcement of property is foundational to the exercise of police power (pp.34-
41): Eviction, as the enforcement of property, is a tool for the production of social 
order, the policing of excluded and racialized subjects, and the enactment of forms of 
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punitive state power. Property and displacement are a convergence point for forms of 
‘geoeconomic, geopolitical, and biopolitical’ enclosure (Vasudevan, McFarlane, and 
Jeffrey 2007).  
When thinking about the role of forced eviction in the UK, it is necessary to move 
beyond the function of forced eviction in the reproduction of capital to consider the 
sizeable role it plays in the politics of policing and the integrity of the nation-state. 
Property law and public order are inextricably linked through practices of policing 
both forms of non-normative property use and dwelling such as squatting, political 
protest, nomadicity, and ‘antisocial behaviour’. These practices are policed because 
they assert alternative modes of both urbanism and property relations that threaten 
both the integrity of the market and the state.  
 
 1.3.2 Eviction and Abjection in Neoliberal Britain 
 
In a sweeping state-of-the-nation study of neoliberal Britain, Imogen Tyler (2013) 
argues that contemporary neoliberal statecraft is dependent on the creation of forms 
of ‘social abjection’. Tyler uses the framework of abjection to explain the processes of 
differentiation that constitute national identity: “The state exercises power through 
exemption - the withdrawal of the law, and the withholding and removal of rights and 
recognition from people within or at the borders of its territorial space” Tyler argues; 
“It is through exercises in abjection that different arms and operations of the state are 
constituted as agencies with power by differentially determining the value of life, 
adjudicating on who is expendable and who is of worth” (p.46).  
As I have already shown, the first part of Tyler’s argument concerning abjection is 
anticipated by earlier philosophies of the state and citizenship. It is the second part, 
concerning the adjudication of worth, that is important for our understanding of 
eviction in the UK. It is this context-specific description of neoliberal citizenship as 
degrees of ‘abjection’ I want to evoke here. 
In the UK the differentiation of forms of life plays out through eviction in two key 
ways: Firstly, the creation of discourses of stigma concerning the rights of low-income 
and social tenants to housing, in particular the enactment of displacement through 
discourses of ‘territorial stigmatization’. Secondly, the stigmatisation and 
marginalisation of forms of non-normative dwelling and property use, such as 
squatting or traveller settlement. And finally, the role of eviction in policing forms of 
political protest that seek to contest the state.  
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1.3.3 Territorial Stigma and Low Income Housing 
 
In an article in the Sunday Times 10/01/2016, then Prime Minister David Cameron 
declared a campaign of redevelopment and demolition of post-war housing housing 
estates “Of course, within these so-called sink estates, behind front doors, families 
build warm and welcoming homes” wrote Cameron, “but step outside in the worst 
estates, and you’re confronted by concrete slabs dropped from on high, brutal high-
rise towers and dark alleyways that are a gift to criminals and drug dealers. The 
police often talk about the importance of designing out crime, but these estates 
actually designed it in. Decades of neglect have led to gangs, ghettos and anti-social 
behaviour”.  
 Cameron’s words are exemplary of the logic of ‘territorial stigmatization’, 
situating problems of law-and order as essential to the design of estates rather as a 
consequence of policy (least of all a consequence of the policy of the government he 
was leading). Hancock and Mooney (2013 p.48) have argued that conservative policy 
deploys discourses of ‘problem’ places to underpin a narrative of welfare 
dependency, criminality and disorder. Territorial stigmatisation in this narrative 
transcends a mere policy of gentrification via urban renewal, and serves as a spatial 
justification for the rolling back of social welfare programs and the institution of 
punitive policing models. But such narratives also work to shape the routines of 
welfare access at an interpersonal level. In an ethnography of the St. Ann’s estate in 
Nottingham, Lisa McKenzie (2014, p.170) observes how the residents’ background 
on the estate shaped the way they accessed social security and housing benefit 
payments through forms of institutionalised stigmatisation and economic instability as 
welfare programs constantly shifted .  
 But practices of crime control aren’t just limited to social housing practices. 
There has been a growth in the role of housing in policing both in the social and 
private sector. As Carr et. al. (2007) argue: 
 
“There is no defined housing management role that incorporates the task of 
governance beyond an individual enforcement of the contract. Although it is a 
commonplace assertion that the private rented sector is deregulated and 
decontrolled, the types of control and regulation that exist in the sector have 
been dispersed through, for example, controls on housing benefit, property 
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quality, and, less so, security of tenure... these existing tools are now being 
used as tools of crime control.” (p.122) 
 
Shildrick et.al. (2012) argue that poverty in the UK is characterised by this 
constant shifting between employment, unemployment and oscillating welfare access 
(p.10-18). This large-scale redevelopment of social housing estates is also 
underpinned by a mundane struggle to access social support such as housing benefit 
across the housing sector, which is utilised for repressive policing strategies. 
 This is in evidence in the way Cameron’s statement also summoned the 
discourse of ‘anti-social behaviour’ (ASB). ASB as a concept first emerged in the 
early 1990s. “Every citizen, every family, has the right to a quiet life” wrote the Labour 
Party Report A Quiet Life of 1995, “a right to go about their lawful business without 
harassment or criminal behaviour by their neighbours. But across Britain there are 
thousands of people whose lives are made a misery by the people next door, down 
the street or on the floor above or below. Their behaviour may not just be 
unneighbourly, but intolerable and outrageous.” (Macdonald, 2006, p.183). The 
criminologist Jock Young (1999, p.76) argued that antisocial behaviour is a discourse 
produced by the perceptual division between a relatively secured middle class who 
perceive the activities of an increasingly precarious working class as that of a social 
‘underclass’.  
 Under the Antisocial Behaviour Act of the Early 2000s, Local Authorities, 
Registered Social Landlords and the Police can apply for an Antisocial Behaviour 
Order that regulates movements and behaviour of individuals and can result in a jail 
sentence if breached. Anna Minton (2012, p.195) has argued that the homeless and 
mentally ill are disproportionately targeted by ASBOs. Eviction is explicitly used as a 
threat to deter individuals and families from participating in what the state sees as 
ASB (Hunter, 2006; Flint and Nixon 2006). Most social landlords, and many private 
landlords now use anti-social behaviour clauses in their tenancy agreements (all of 
the social landlords interviewed for this thesis used dedicated ASB officers for 
resolving disputes), and breach of an ASBO can also constitute a breach of a social 
tenancy agreement (committing a criminal act).  
 Yet these categories are often subjective: for instance, noise is one of the 
biggest causes of complaints about antisocial behaviour in public housing, and it has 
shaped case law in England (Macdonald 2006). In the ‘Safer Neighbourhoods’ 
initiative, the Metropolitan Police Service used advertising messages displayed 
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images of ‘before’ and ‘after’ scenes of streets and parks in London. Amongst these 
was an image depicting a street; in the first image, ‘for sale’ signs were visible on all 
but one of the houses, in the second, the signs had gone. A caption advertised the 
willingness of the police to talk about problems such as ‘noisy neighbours’ 
(Metropolitan Police n.d.) Within the advert was a tacit admission that the police 
service was not only a device for law enforcement, but also a means for preserving 
house prices and markets through governing social behaviour. In the use of ASB 
legislation to control order through eviction we can see what Dikeç (2011, p.18), 
following Ranciére, terms the ‘partition of the sensible’ in action.  
This permeating social anxiety about stigmatised social groups manifests both as 
the threat of crime, the fear of social disorder and the decay of the nation-state, but 
also the fear that one’s neighbours are the source of that threat.  Having examined 
how the discourses of anti-social behaviour and territorial stigmatisation play out in 
low-income communities, we need to address how these discourses entrench forms 
of racism by looking at the role of eviction in the policing of traveller communities. 
 
1.3.4 Travellers and Eviction 
 
“There are relatively few real Romany Gypsies left who seem to mind their 
own business and don’t cause trouble to other people, and then there are a lot 
more people who masquerade as Travellers or Gypsies, who trade on the 
sentiment of people, but who seem to think because they label themselves 
Travellers that therefore they’ve got a license to commit crimes and act in an 
unlawful way that other people don’t have”  
 
These words, spoken by then Home Secretary Jack Straw in 1999 drew extensive 
controversy and a retraction from the Home Office (Miller 20/08/1999). Yet they were 
simply a reiteration of what Mac Laughlin (1999) terms a “historical geography of 
loathing” towards nomadic people in Europe. Travellers have traditionally been 
marginalised by social policy in the UK, their experiences shaped by a history of 
eviction, and on a larger scale, they been subject to persecution and genocide across 
Europe.  
 Travellers can be crudely divided into multiple groups, including English, Scottish 
and Irish Travellers, Roma people, Showpeople, and New (or ‘new age’) Travellers. 
However, as Straws comments indicate, much of the derision that travelling peoples 
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face is based on imaginary taxonomies of ‘worthy’ forms of nomadic activity and 
‘deviant’ behaviour. These divisions in fact conceal a long history of co-mingling, 
intermarriage, solidarity, disagreement, and negotiated organising between these 
groups (Quarmby, p. xiii, p49) 
 British post-war policy has generally sought to ‘settle’ travellers through a series 
of restrictions on the use of certain spaces for Caravan use, and forms of travel: the 
1960 Caravan Sites and Control of Development Act restricted the operation of 
Caravan sites to licensed individuals (Section 1) and gave district councils the right to 
prohibit Caravan use on Common Land (Section 23). The Criminal Justice and Public 
Order act of 1994 further removed the obligation for Councils to provide sites for 
Travellers to use, and prohibited travelling in convoys. Zoe James (2007) 
summarises the outcome of these acts: 
 
“Perhaps the most over-arching limit placed on Gypsies’ and Travellers’ lives 
in the 20th century in England and Wales was the Criminal Justice and Public 
Order Act 1994 (CJPOA) that made it an offence for anyone to stop on any 
land that they did not own, or have planning permission to reside on. This Act, 
which has subsequently been strengthened by the Anti-Social Behaviour Act 
2003, gave the police and local authorities powers to evict Gypsies and 
Travellers from land very quickly. The placing of Gypsies and Travellers within 
the context of public order law has resulted in them experiencing policing 
measures more traditionally applied to public order problems such as protest 
(James, 2004) and has augmented the position of Gypsies and Travellers as a 
community defined by what Bancroft (2000) has referred to as the dominant 
discourse of punishment.” (p.369) 
 
As we shall see in the final chapter of this thesis in an examination of the case of 
the eviction at Dale Farm, an eviction which drew together a number of different 
histories of resistance, a whole set of strategies of eviction has emerged out of this 
punitive discourse.  
 Fears about travellers do not stand fully ‘apart’ from social anxieties about 
other ‘deviant’ groups; criminal activity by members of the travelling community is 
often conflated with concerns about deviant youth (Vanderbeck 2003), or immigration 
from Eastern Europe (Simhandl, 2006). It would be impossible to write a history of 
eviction without a history of travellers, and vice versa. Eviction is now the de facto 
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point of first recourse for dealing with traveller-settler disputes. Travellers are pushed 
to marginal and hazardous spaces as a result. In 2009 the UN Advisory Group on 
Forced Evictions (2008), citing a report from the Commission for Racial Equality, 
concluded: 
 
“The majority of the caravans that are homes to Gypsies and Travellers in 
England are on sites provided by local authorities, or are privately owned with 
planning permission for this use. But the location and condition of these sites 
would not be tolerated for any other section of society: 26% are situated next 
to, or under, motorways; 13% next to airfield runways. 12% are next to rubbish 
tips, and 4% adjacent to sewage farms. Tucked away out of sight, far from 
shops and schools, they can frequently lack public transport to reach jobs and 
essential services... Overt discrimination remains a common experience.” (p.8) 
 
The traveller experience in the UK reminds us that eviction as a trajectory of 
displacement is more than simply ‘moving’ a person or group of people from one 
place to another. Eviction is used in the imposition of a normative kind of dwelling or 
habitation, and the exclusion of social groups from ‘place-making’ practices. It is also 
embedded in the historical geography of the marginalised groups that are targeted by 
eviction and legalised forms of exclusion. These historical geographies link different 
social groups through a discourse of propertied citizenship. 
 
1.3.5 Squatting and Political Protest 
 
Normative forms of property use are also troubled by the use of forms of space 
and property that seek to evade or confront directly forms of private property. As has 
already been noted, globally squatting has been understood as potential site for the 
articulation of new forms of urbanism (Neuwirth, 2005; Roy, 2003; Blomley, 2004; 
Holston, 2008; Vasudevan, 2014; Makhulu, 2015).  The histories of squatting in 
Europe within the movements of the radical and anarchist left of the 20th century, 
however, play a crucial role in understanding the state’s relationship to squatters in 
the UK context. Mary Manjikian (2013) has argued that squatting in Europe 
increasingly faces forms of securitisation. Manjikian largely understands this through 
the ‘speech acts’ model of securitisation proposed by the Copehagen school (ibid. 
p8), and as a result the discourses squatters face are understood as constructive 
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‘speech acts’ that converge and conflate threats from international terrorism and 
domestic order (ibid. p.49). 
 However this downplays the role of squatters themselves in challenging 
hegemonic regimes of property ownership. Vasudevan has argued that the “material 
geographies of squatting” in Berlin “were inextricably tied, therefore, to a broader 
struggle to reimagine city life as a shared political project” (2015, p.113). Autonomist 
and anarchist movements in Greece have used squatting as a practice through which 
to organise critical infrastructures of support such as soup kitchens in conditions of 
austerity (Kritidis 2014, p.83). Alongside these a number of recent edited collections 
emphasise the underpinnings of squatter practices in practices of social autonomy 
and anti-capitalist politics (Squatting Europe Kollective, 2013, 2014; Van Der Steen, 
B. et. al 2015).  Beyond contemporary panics about terrorism and security, the 
history of squatting in Europe equally points to an often deep-rooted degree of direct 
antagonism between squatter and state that is nothing new in itself. 
 In England and Wales, the history of squatting had been a much-neglected 
field until recent years. Ron Bailey emphasised the demand for control over housing 
in the emergent squatters movements of the late 1960s and early 1970s (Bailey 1973 
p189), and more recent historical work by Colin Ward (2002) has emphasised the 
role of squatting struggles in shaping common rights to rural land from the middle 
ages through to the turn of the last century. The discourse of the British media tended 
to repeat the patterns seen in debates about travellers, as taxonomies of ‘legitimate’ 
and ‘lifestyle’ squatting dominated debates and legal decisions (O’Mahony and Cobb, 
2008). The government summary of their consultation on squatting in 2011 reiterated 
arguments about property damage the mess caused by squatters:  
 
It is not only the cost and length of time it takes to evict squatters that angers 
property owners; it is also the cost of the cleaning and repair bill which follows 
eviction. While the property owner might literally be left picking up the pieces, 
the squatters have gone on their way, possibly to squat in somebody else’s 
property.  (Ministry of Justice 26/10/2011) 
 
However, the government stopped short of criminalising squatting in non-
residential buildings on the grounds it preserved the legal rights of demonstrators and 
protestors. 
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 The solution was Section 144 of the Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of 
Offenders Act (LASPO) of 2012 which criminalised squatting in residential properties. 
Since the introduction of this bill there has been a substantial amount of scholarship 
attempting to understand how changes in squatting law came about, especially from 
legal studies (see for instance Dee, 2013; O’Mahony et. al. (eds.) 2014). Lucy 
Finchett-Maddock has looked at these changes in their context as part of a longue 
dureé of organizing from the squatter rights organisations founded by political 
radicals in the 1960s to the opposition to Section 144 (2014). She argues that the 
squatters’ movement has been characterised by ‘legal activism’ by groups like the 
Advisory Service for Squatters that seeks a degree of recognition and legitimacy by 
the state while attempting to maintain political autonomy (ibid. p.212).  
   In particular, the Common Law practice of awarding rights of adverse 
possession to squatters, and the use of Section 6 of the Criminal Law act of 1977 
(which prohibits forcing entry to a domestic residence without a search warrant or writ 
of eviction), have been frequent sites of legal engagement for squatters that they 
seek to protect. Alongside Section 144 there are a number of legal instruments that 
are used against squatters, most notably Interim Possession Orders, where a court 
can grant an expedited eviction which grants temporary possession over a squatted 
residential property if a judge suspects the case will be found in favour of the 
landlord.  Under an IPO it is an offence to trespass into the building for up to 24 
hours after the order is given.  
 Squatters are often caught between protesting in order to squat and squatting 
in order to protest. To properly untangle ‘necessary’ squatting and ‘political’ or 
‘lifestyle’ squatting in actuality (as Hans Pruijt’s (2013) attempt at a taxonomy of 
squatting practices attempts) leads us into a merry-go-round of claims to rights and 
legal battles that the two become relatively indistinguishable. Squatting campaigners 
have often attempted to use squatted space as a way to raise awareness of housing 
issues, but also to promote alternative lifestyle and political choices. Squats have 
frequently been used to create free schools, education centres, ’Temporary 
Autonomous Zones’ (Bey, 2003), and political social centres. Hodkinson and 
Chatterton (2006) provide an exhaustive list of occupied, legalised, and owned 
varieties of such social centres active in the UK since 1980. The eviction of squatters, 
as well as police raids on squats, has frequently been used as a tool of public order 
policing. For instance, the raid and subsequent eviction of a squat on Rampart street 
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in London formed part of the Metropolitan Police’s strategy for securing the 2009 G20 
conference (Advisory Service For Squatters 2009). 
  We therefore need to connect squatting itself to forms of political protest and 
organisation to properly understand the role eviction plays in policing squatter 
groups. As I have tried to emphasise above, most studies of squatting in England 
suggest it is not possible to fully separate squatting by necessity from the ‘politics’ of 
squatting as a strategy; however it is clear that some squatters are more consciously 
aware of their use of squatting as a means to achieve certain political ends. 
Squatting has long been deployed as a tactic of political protest in England; at the 
very least we can point to the Diggers or ‘True Levellers’ movement of the late 1640s 
as an explicit example (as recorded in Christopher Hill’s classic study of ideas of the 
period The World Turned Upside Down (1973, pp.107-151), and his edited collection 
of Digger leader Gerrard Winstanleys writings (1973)), and as the few histories of the 
squatters movement show, land claims have often been at the core of squatter 
movements.  
 We can see how social movements understand themselves as opposing forms 
of enclosure or asserting collective ownership in several illustrative examples. As I 
will show in a later chapter, elements of the Roads Protests of the early 1990s, which 
used land occupations and squats as a strategy of opposition, asserted themselves 
against forms of ‘enclosure’ (Wall, 1999, p.18, p.157), and at sites like the M11 link, 
explicitly drew connections with residents of housing about to be demolished. 
Contemporary campaigns centred around fracking practices are the direct 
descendants of the roads movements and have used similar strategies to prevent 
what they perceive as environmental destruction, actions which have been met with 
substantial force by the police (Jackson and Monk, 2014). Recent student 
movements have also used occupation as a strategy to assert common rights to 
education against neoliberal reforms. Neary and Amsler (2012) have argued that 
these spatial practices of occupation, both of university and public spaces, offer a 
“new pedagogy of space and time” of the kind described by Lefebvre, while Andy 
Merrifield (2012) has tried to explain these and other occupations as a site of 
‘encounter’ between social subjectivities.  
 While these are perhaps overly positive narratives of these movements, the 
eviction of forms of protest could nonetheless be considered as part of a process 
‘immunological’ enclosure that protects both property and the citizen-subject against 
communalising subjectivities and counter-hegemonic political claims (Vasudevan, 
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Jeffrey, and Macfarlane, 2012), one which asserts the contract of property and land 
against a kind of political contagion (Mitropoulos, 2012, p.18). In short, political 
groups are evicted both because they themselves directly defy the constituted state 
and the market through occupying land which ‘does not belong to them’, and 
because they posit a counter-subjectivity and contentious political process which 
threatens normative political rationality: eviction is not just the removal of bodies from 
space, it can also be the removal of subjects (in both senses of the word) from 
political discourse. 
 
1.3.6 The Public Nature of Private Property 
 
In this section I have tried to show how the integrity of social order and ‘police 
power’ is understood is bound up in the politics of property that eviction enforces. 
Property is connected to ‘propriety’ as a mode of acceptable behaviour and 
governing political rationalities. Eviction is a tool of repressive and ideological control 
(again, I ask the reader to remain patient as I will ‘unpack’ these terms in the next 
chapter) that both emerges from and reinforces the nation-state through a politics of 
exclusion, graduated citizenship, and the negation of alternative spatial models of 
ownership and usage. In the UK, these practices constitute modes of what Tyler 
terms ‘abjection’ that seek to create social hierarchies of particular groups seen as 
threatening to the social fabric of the nation-state.  Property discourses impose forms 
of social citizenship and normative models of political engagement. But this 
understanding also draws attention away from the material practices of eviction 
enforcement to larger, constitutional questions of law and state. There are therefore 
two losses that are found at the scalar level: firstly the diversion away from the 
disciplinary institutions of eviction that I wish to point to throughout this review of the 
literature, and secondly an elision of the intimate scale the ‘geopolitics’ of the home 
mentioned earlier. In order to address the first, we must therefore have some kind of 
conceptualisation of the second. Fortunately, this is an area in which some of the 
richest research into the politics of eviction has been conducted.  
 
1.4 Eviction and the Loss of Home 
 
Perhaps the greatest focus of studies of forced eviction has come from 
geographers and social scientists focused on the politics of the home. I have shown 
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thus far that studies of ‘eviction’ have looked at numerous kinds of spaces and land 
practices, and cannot be limited to the domestic. However, the home is also a space 
that dominates both imagination and law when it comes to defining eviction as a 
social phenomenon. Legal rulings mention terms such as ‘residence’ or ‘dwelling’ in 
relation to eviction, and many studies explicitly using the term ‘eviction’ speak only of 
the home. While ‘home studies’ is a substantial field with a vast literature (Blunt and 
Dowling (2006) have provided a substantial overview), I will focus on particular sets 
of literatures that have emerged around the concepts of ‘Domicide’ and ‘Home 
UnMaking’. I want to draw some out connections made in the analysis of the scholars 
represented in these studies between their own writing and the work of social 
reproduction feminists when thinking about the process of eviction: I want to argue, 
drawing the strands of the previous two sections of this chapter together, that eviction 
plays a role in reshaping the process of social reproduction itself and the cultural 
construct of the home. These scholars point to how eviction shapes decisions about 
the domestic allocation of resources and time, and also the role of eviction in process 
that destroy the home: The home is understood as a ‘porous’ space rather than a 
unique protected and private space. But even more importantly, the home is a site of 
emotional entanglements and attachments that are being worked and reworked, and 
that play into the forms of power. 
 
1.4.1 Ending The Home: ‘Domicide’ and ‘Home UnMaking’  
 
The most substantial work on the destruction of the home is Porteous and Smith’s 
(2001) study Domicide. ‘Domicide’ refers “the act of destroying people’s homes 
and/or expelling them from their homeland” (p.ix). The term aims to resonate with 
other modes of ‘killing’ such as homicide, genocide, and geographical neologisms 
like ‘ecocide’ or ‘urbicide’ (for instance, Coward, 2008). Porteous and Smith divide 
domicide into two categories: ‘extreme’ and ‘everyday’. Though there are several 
differences I reproduce this division to some extent throughout this thesis with my 
own division between ‘everyday’ and ‘exceptional’ evictions. For Porteous and Smith 
‘Extreme Domicide’ refers to large, planned operations of destruction that occur in 
times of war or colonial exploitation enacted by senior political leaders or significant 
colonial bureaucrats (op. cit. p.105). By contrast ‘Everyday Domicide’ concerns 
activities which often have the consent of the majority of the populace (ibid. p.107), 
and usually constitute forms of economic development or restructuring (ibid. p.115), 
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large scale planning projects proposed by governments such as roads or airports 
(ibid. p.123-127). As I will show later on, dividing ‘extreme’ military practices, and 
‘everyday’ strategies of urban development is not a clear cut distinction, particularly 
in a context of large scale militarisation of urban development and policing observed 
by scholars (Graham 2008; Wood, 2014).  
Much of the criticism of Porteous and Smith comes from geographies of the 
home. Porteous and Smith ground their understanding of domicide in a reading of the 
home that is largely fixed, positive and unchanging: as such domicide is depicted as 
a particular kind of indifference to the inherent value of the home and its complexities 
(2001, p63).  In his ethnography Desmond comes to a similar conclusion: “The home 
is the center of life.” He argues “It is a refuge from the grind of work, the pressure of 
school, and the menace of the streets…at home we remove our masks. The home is 
the wellspring of personhood”, before proceeding to argue that home “encompasses 
not just shelter but warmth, safety, family - the womb” (2016, Epilogue, paras 1-3).  
 These authors reproduce an essentialist (and gendered) concept of home as a 
space that is central to identity that, as Blunt and Dowling argue, is central to the 
humanist critiques of writers like Tuan (1977) and de Certeau (1985) (Blunt and 
Dowling, 2006, p.11). ‘Domicide’ and other narratives of eviction suffer from 
normative assumptions about the home (one that connects to a normative 
assumption of property described above). As Nowicki has argued:  
 
“Domicide should therefore not necessarily imply that the destruction of home 
is linear and finite, that new homespaces cannot be forged from the old. If we 
consider domicide beyond its original typology and its overly linear 
assumptions regarding home as positive and consequently its destruction as 
always negative, it becomes clear that the construction and maintenance of 
domicidal activity is not in all cases formulated for the purposes of large-scale 
political warfare or moneyed elites (Porteous and Smith 2001) but rather can 
form a complex part of the everyday lived experience.” (2014, p.789) 
 
 Nowicki points to a reading of domicide as a much larger practice of “home 
making and unmaking” (ibid.) that stretches beyond forced eviction and explores the 
transformations of the home. Baxter and Brickell have emphasised the necessity of 
‘home unmaking’ to a geography of the home “Home unmaking is the precarious 
process by which material and/or imaginary components of home are unintentionally 
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or deliberately, temporarily or permanently, divested, damaged, or even destroyed.” 
(2014, p.134). For Baxter and Brickell unmaking is understood as part of the ‘life 
course’ of all homes, not just the spectacular practices of urban destruction or even 
everyday eviction. Clearly home unmaking and eviction are not one and the same 
process, but eviction can form part of a process of home unmaking and vice versa. 
Evictions reshape meanings of home and govern practices of home remaking.  
 
1.4.2 The Politics of Home: Power, Feeling and Social Reproduction 
 
In order to explore this understanding of eviction it is necessary to address the 
way in which the home is subject to regimes of power and a site of material 
contestation and reproduction. This points to the essential necessity of understanding 
the role of the home as a ‘porous’ site that is neither wholly public nor wholly private, 
and one that is subject to different racialized, gendered, and heteronormative 
meanings and emotional attachments (Blunt and Dowling, 2006 p27; Brickell and 
Baxter 2014). But we also need to understand the home as a space of domestic 
labour and social reproduction subject to relations of exploitation that reinforce 
themselves through these meanings and attachments.  
As I have already hinted, the home is connected to a multi-scalar geopolitics of 
property, the domestic, and the intimate. Feminist and queer readings of the intimate 
and the domestic emphasise their role as a site of intensive power relations. Oswin 
and Olund (2010) have pointed to the long history of the intimate in critical thought as 
a Foucauldian dispostiv that acts as a point of governance. Cynthia Enloe (2011) has 
emphasised the early contributions of the feminist critique of patriarchy to an 
understanding of the way the everyday and the mundane work to reproduce the state 
through forms of control over women’s bodies. A substantial literature on the 
geopolitical implications of intimacy has developed in recent years out of queer and 
feminist theory (see for instance Berlant, 2000; Ong, 2006; Puar 2007).  
The home forms a central point of critique in many of these narratives, particularly 
the way the home is constructed as a point of powerful emotional significance. Sara 
Ahmed has identified heteronormative domestic relationships as ‘happy objects’ that 
hegemonic discourse suggests we should pursue continuously - she points to the 
image of the ‘happy housewife’ as an example of the “assumption that happiness 
follows relative proximity to social ideal” (2010, p54). Ahmed’s analysis helps us 
understand and explain the associations between the home, memory, and identity in 
 40 
a critical manner.  Understanding the home as a purely reproductive space of safety 
elides non-reproductive forms of homemaking and ‘unhappy’ relations while re-
inscribing the gendered politics of the home. 
This is a problem because the home is a significant site of social reproductive 
and, increasingly, ‘formal’ labour. Katz (2001) defines social reproduction as the “stuff 
of everyday life”: 
 
“At its most basic, it hinges upon the biological reproduction of the labor force, 
both generationally and on a daily basis, through the acquisition and 
distribution of the means of existence, including food, shelter, clothing, and 
health care. According to Marxist theory, social reproduction is much more 
than this; it also encompasses the reproduction of the labor force at a certain 
(and fluid) level of differentiation and expertise. This differentiated and skilled 
labor force is socially constituted.” (ibid. p.709)  
 
The Marxist feminists of the 1970s and 1980s point to the burden of social 
reproductive work in the home falling to women (Dalla Costa and James, 1975; 
Fortunati, 1995; Federici, 2012). Calculating the economic impact of social 
reproduction has been a key question for political economists (Cameron and Gibson-
Graham, 2003), and a significant literature on the geographies of domestic labour 
has emerged (for instance Anderson, 2000; Mitchell et. al., 2004).   
However there is also an increasing literature focusing on wealthy nations 
examining the ways in which the boundaries between informal social reproductive 
labour and formal labour are blurred or even the same work: In a study of migrant 
domestic workers from the Philippines, Geraldine Pratt (1999) has pointed to the 
ways in they are subject to racialised forms of deskilling as nursing posts are 
combined with domestic labour positions. In Australia, Melissa Gregg has examined 
the impacts of digital and long-distance labour on domestic use and emotional 
associations with the home. She concludes that professional lives ‘bleed’ into 
domestic space as pressures from work that might be banished from the home re-
emerge (2013, p169-170). Debates about these practices and their uneven 
geographical development are substantial, but these studies point to the home as a 
site of economic activity in and of itself, and how these forms of labour shape 
attachments to the home.  
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The loss of the home, via forced eviction, involves to some extent the 
dismemberment or reconfiguration of social reproductive relationships and emotional 
attachments. It is therefore unsurprising that in many contexts the burden of eviction 
falls on those who also shoulder the burden of social reproductive work. In his 
quantitative research in Milwaukee, Desmond (2012, p.100) shows that Black and 
Hispanic women appeared twice as much as men from the same ethnic group in a 
count of evictions through the courts: This impact was also distributed in racial terms, 
because both women and men of colour were evicted more than white women (with 
white men facing the fewest evictions).  
The costs of Eviction and the threat of eviction changes how people understand 
and talk about domestic space, and how they allocate resources in social 
reproduction. Forms of organised resistance to displacement often involve reshaping 
the meaning of home. In work drawing together several of the themes I identify in this 
chapter, Ayona Datta (2012) has noted how domesticity and notions of family among 
squatters in Delhi were extended to minorities in order to resist forms of communal 
and sectarian violence: “domesticity became central to way that squatters 
constructed a gendered urban citizenship and belonging through conviviality. The 
home and patriarchal family thus also became ways to conceive of alternative forms 
of home and legitimacy in the city” (p.150). Women and social groups excluded by 
hegemonic narratives of property and the home, often end up at the forefront of 
forms of resistance to displacement. In the case of resistance by women in 
Cambodia to forced evictions driven by transnational property investment and local 
corruption, public campaigns use the insecurity of domestic life to bind forms of 
collective action (Brickell, 2014 p.2167).  
However, normative readings of gendered reproductive domesticity are also 
points of exclusion for certain groups, who may seek avenues of escape from sites of 
domesticity.  Squatted spaces can become sites for reconstructing sexual identities 
away from normative social discourse (Brophy, 2007; Eleftheriadis, 2015), but can 
also provide points of refuge for queer people excluded by domestic family relations 
(as in the case of Berlin’s Tuntenhaus). Sarah Schulman’s (2012) narrative of the 
gentrification of queer communities shows how the bodily politics of disease, the 
encroachment of capital, and the demonization of sexuality interplayed as a conflict 
between presence and displacement. Gay men in New York’s Lower East Side who 
shared rooms with partners who had died of AIDS were evicted because they were 
not allowed to inherit leaseholds (in the manner a partner would do in a heterosexual 
